CDPAC Meseting Minutes
Thursday, December 6, 2001
State Capitol Building

Wedcome and Introductions

Chairperson, Kathy Malaske-Samu called the mesting to order and welcomed attendees. The
anticipated cutsin CdWORKSs Stage 3 child care funds appear to have been averted. Itisupto
us to propose policies to resolve efficiency, equity and “timing out” issues or policieswill be
imposed on us. Members, saff and attendees introduced themsalves.

Announcements

North Valey Catholic Socid Services will host welfare reform forums next Thursday in Redding
in the morning and in Red BIuff in the afternoon.

The State Child Abduction Task Force will hold a child abduction conference next Wednesday in
Redding.

Three-day Incluson Inditutes will be held bringing together teams of child care providers with
gpecid education, Regiond Centers, and other planners. Thefirgt two ingtitutes will bein
Pomona, January 14-16, and Berkeley, March 18-20. Call (916) 492-4023 for information.

The Child Care Resource and Referrd Network (R & R) will release their new Child Care
Portfolio on January 30th. Anyone wishing to be involved with aloca rollout should contact
theirlocd R& R.

The annud internationd conference of the Association for Childhood Education Internationd
will be hdd April 3-6in San Diego. Information is at the website www.ace.org.

The Committee adopted the October and November 2001 minutes as drafted.
Director’s Report

Executive Director, Kay Ryan, announced that the Governor has directed the Department of
Finance (DOF) to authorize the Department of Education (CDE) to release $18.7 million to fund
Stage 3 child care through the end of June 2002. Thiswill mean the continuation of child care
for 10,000- 14,000 children while their parents are working. Ms. Ryan thanked everyone,
including the Women'’s Caucus and advocates, for their effortsin achieving the restoration of
these funds. According to the DOF, $400 million will be needed over the next three years for
those recelving CAWORK S child care and those who will time out of 2-year post-CaWORK'Ss
trangtiond child care. Of that amount, DOF projects that $200 million will be necessary in
Budget Year. The Legidative Women's Caucus is congdering proposas but it is not likely that
the reforms they propose will save $200 million. The Governor’'s proposal will be part of the
budget and we can expect thisissue to be discussed and debated as part of the budget process.



Ms. Ryan outlined the speakers, workshops and events to be presented at the CDPAC conference
in February.

The CDPAC budget for 2001-2002 has been reduced by $38,000. Among the resulting changes
will be agreater rdiance on eectronic communications. The meeting packets will have fewer
materias and more referrds to webstes. Meeting notices will be mailed on afive by eght-inch
cad. Materids and minutes will be available on the CDPAC webste. These changes will result
in asubstantia savingsin money and trees.

CDPAC is working with Jean Tepperman from the Children’s Advocate, Children Now and
othersto invite legidators to vigt a child care Stein late January or February. We dso are co-
sponsoring the second annua Working Families Conference in January. 1t will focus on the
issues of CAWORK s and supportive services, child care and nutrition. The god isto develop
recommendations for the legidative agenda. We have dso participated in the Facilities

Subgroup of the Early Care and Education portion of the K-12 Master Plan. Ms. Ryan has been
gppointed to be a community representative on the State I nteragency Coordinating Council (1ICC)
and will be amember of the Family Support sub-committee.

Continuing the Discussion: Looking for Answersto the Current Dilemmas in Subsidized
Child Care

Debbie MacDonald, Presdent, Cdifornia Alternative Payment Program Association (CAPPA)

The CAPPA membership includes 75 organizations and represents every county in the sate.
They do Stage 1, Stage 2 and Stage 3 child care aswell as generd fund child care for families
that have not been on aid. Ms. MacDonad said CAPPA has presented the Women's Cauicus
with alist of proposals regarding the Adminigtrative Review. She went over the four proposas
that address program efficiencies. They refer to exempt providers, computerized attendance
tracking, changing the performance-based contracts that alternative payment programs work
under, and streamlining funding terms and conditions.

Reduce the Amount Paid to Exempt Providers: When TANF was introduced, the idea was that
parents should have choices when choosing child care, including license-exempt providers.
Some centers are license-exempt, but what we redly are talking about is family members taking
care of family members and/or neighbors. Although the state requires exempt providers to be
paid less than licensed providers, an unplanned byproduct of the system is that exempt providers
can be paid more. Thereason is complicated. Licensed providers can serve subsidized children
aswell asfull-fee children. Therate for subsdized children cannot be more than that for full-fee
children. Exempt providers only take subsidized children. They can be paid 90 percent of the
ceiling rate for licensed providers. That 90 percent of the ceiling rate can be more than what is
paid to licensed providerswho are paid basicaly a market rate. By reducing the amount paid to
exempt providers, we fed we would save money aswell as serve more families with the money
dlocated by the state legidature, which was the point of the adminidrative review. Thisasoisa
way to encourage qudity care for our children, and quality careislinked to school readiness.
Also with this proposd, dternative payment programs could serve more families with the same




amount of money. CAPPA isnot proposing that exempt providers be eiminated, only that a
more equitable payment system be established.

Q. What rate do you propose paying to exempt providers?
A. The mean market rate or lower.

Point of Sde Attendance Tracking for Alternative Payment Programs (APP): Ms. MacDonald
reviewed this proposd at an earlier Committee meeting. Attendance tracking for dternative
payment programs has not been computerized. A pilot is being developed in San Diego County
to track attendance via point of sale (swipe card) machinesin the larger homes and centers and
via home tdephonesin the smaller ones. With this system, providers can be paid up to the
minute instead of the current four to Sx week delaysin payment. It will dso enable providers
and funding agencies to make more accurate attendance projections.

Review Funding Terms and Conditions for Smplicity and Currency. The discussions required
for this proposal would take alot of time, but would help the APPs run more efficiently. Topics
to be reviewed should include the inconsistencies between the various funding sources. Also, the
rate structure for the APPsis very complex. For example, there are various part-time rates for
different age groups. Standardizing these rates would add to the efficiency of the programs.
Further, there is no standard for collection of parent fees. In some places, the APPs collect fees
from the parents; in others, the providers collect fees. Collection by providersis much more
efficient.

Eliminate the Performance Nature of APP Contracts: APP funding is based on the amount of
provider feespaid. Cdculating an annud budget islikelanding ajet planonadime. The APPs
are never certain how much funding they will recaive during the year, or when they will receive
it. Funds may be received too late in the fiscd year to hire Saff for the remaining portion of that
year. Thewhole areaof contracting with the State can be more efficient.

Q. If our overdl god isto increase the pay for child care providers, what message are we giving
the legidature and the public if we support lowering the pay of any child care provider?
Also, we should be wary about equating licensed care with qudity care. A license may be
necessary but not sufficient to ensure quality care.

A. We have an opportunity to increase quality by paying for qudity, and in some cases we are
not doing that. If an exempt provider improves the quality of their program, then they will be
paid at ahigher level. A posshbility would be to develop atiered system of payment for
exempt, licensed and accredited providers. Thisaso is an opportunity to discuss, on a
datewide levd, the whole issue of having one level being paid more than another leve,
which isthe current Stuation.

Q. Ms. Maaske-Samu asked for the Department of Socid Services Community Care Licensing
Divison's (CCL) position on the need to “incentivize’” enhancing the quality of care. She
noted that it istoo bad that these discussions are about comparisons between exempt and
licensed care rather than about how to define quality care and “incentivize’ it.

A. Bill Jordan responded that there is a measure of quality provided by having the licensein
place because it guarantees saffing ratios, qudifications, health and safety requirements, and



aprocess for resolving complaints. But thereis no pretense that thisis a guarantee of quality
care. That would have to be in concert with other measures such as those required by CDE,
Title V standards, or whatever other requirements are made of facilities.

Q. How many license exempt children are we serving?
A. Themost recent estimates were that approximately 65 percent of Stage 1 children were
exempt, Stage 2 was 45 percent, and Stage 3 was either 25 or 35 percent.

Jo Weber noted that PACE is conducting research on why families choose the type of child care
that they do. Initid results will be availablein afew weeks. Also, there isinformation in

today’ s packet about the child care choices made by CAWORKS Stages 1, 2, and 3 families and
why they make those choices. Factors include work hours, remote living Situations,

transportation availability, etc. She speculated that families shift from exempt to licensed care as
they move through the systemn because their needs stabilize during that time. That is, they go

from attending orientation to having routine work hours.

Q. Does APP pay for overnight care?

A. Yes Counties and agencies have set their own rates for overnight care. CCL requirements
try to accommodate the needs of parents. For example, some work 24-hour shifts and require
24-hour care.

Sujatha Jagadeesh Branch, Senior Staff Attorney, Child Care Law Center

The misson of the Child Care Law Center isto use legd tools to advocate for accessto high
quality child carefor dl familieswho need it, especidly those with barriers to receiving child

care. The Law Center works with various state and federa offices and agenciesto help develop
compliance and fraud policiesto protect families.

The Overdl Principles to be Considered in Developing a Fraud and Compliance Process: The
Law Center has been working on the development of a Master Plan for Child Care. In thisand
the Adminidtrative Review processss, it is essentid to consider the red world impact and
unintended consequences of proposed policies.

Thereis no accurate information about the rates of fraud in the child care subsidy setting. Fraud
does exist, but most estimates appear to beinflated. Principles to be considered in establishing
policies to uncover and ded with thisfraud are: (1) Only digible families should get a child care
subsidy. (2) Money spent on compliance, overhead, and adminigtrative costs should be very
limited. (3) Rules should be very clear, Saff should be aware of them, and they should be
applied fairly to everyone. (4) Some of the redundancies should be reduced.

Satutory and Regulatory Guidance: The Cdifornia Department of Socia Services (CDSS) and
the Cdifornia Department of Education (CDE) are the primary agencies working on child care
subsidy issuesin Cdifornia Both provide detailed guidance regarding fraud and non-
compliance by agencies that administer subsidies and their staff. Based on its history of
adminigtering entitlement programs, the CDSS a so has extensive regulations regarding fraud
and non-compliance by families. The CDE, however, does not have this history, nor doesiit




appear to have the necessary staff resources to develop standards and guidance. A result seems
to be that the field has difficulty understanding the guidance that is provided by CDE with regard
to families. Wefed it isessentid both for CDE to develop clear slandards and for it to have the
gaff to do so. Our specific concern with the fraud and compliance policies recommended by
CDE istheir suggestion that local child care payment agencies and loca child care centers that
are ubsidized by CDE develop their own policies regarding fraud and non-compliance. Wefed
it is essentid to have statewide sandards for al child care subsidy programs. There are serious
legd problems with passing that legd authority aong to locd agencies.

Legd Guidance for Families We dso fed it is necessary to establish legd standards for families
aswdl aschild care providers. Some of this has been done, but more needs to be accomplished.
Specificdly, sandards should establish what information families and providers must give to
edablish family digibility and the ability of the provider to care for the children, and what form

the information must be in. Statutory and regulatory standards need to be developed to establish
what is sufficient to raise a suspicion of fraud, when and how investigations should be done, and
who should do the investigation. Standards also are needed to establish what information is
private, for example, the family living Stuation or the immigration status of family members.

With whom can the information be shared and under what circumstances. If thereisasuspicion
of fraud, under what circumstances can that information be shared with another office.

License Exempt Child Care: A liability issue of concern is the employment status of alicense
exempt child care provider, particularly those who care for children in the children’s own homes.
Although not aware of any reported cases regarding children, Ms. Branch reported that there
have been related cases regarding In Home Supportive Services workers who provide disability
relaed servicesto clientsin the clients own homes. There is ardationship between thisissue
and the payment rate for license exempt child care. In some counties, the rate is sufficient to pay
minimum wage even if thereis only one child. In other counties, the payment rate is not
aUfficient.

The Law Center fedsit is essentia that parents have the option to choose license exempt care. It
isrequired in federd and state law, and the types of circumstances noted by Ms. Weber require
it, as do some circumstances where a child has specia needs or the child isan infant or toddler.
The Law Center recommends afew minor changes in the law that could reduce some incidents
of fraud and increase the hedth and safety protections and quality of care in license exempt
settings. (1) Consder limiting the number of children that can be cared for by alicense exempt
provider. (2) Some relatives are exempt from the TrustLine registry screening process. Consider
eliminating this exemption and require al exempt providers to be screened. (3) Require dl
exempt child care providersincluding relatives to have the Hedth and Safety Sdf- Certification.
(4) Condder darifying the circumstances in which a provider can be consdered exempt. The
datutes say areative or someone caring for the children of one family other than her own can be
alicense exempt provider, but these terms are not defined. Definitions would be useful and
dleviate alot of concerns.

Redundancy in Fraud and Compliance Policies: We recommend that CDSS and CDE look at
thisissue and develop trainings, materias, notices of action, and handbooks for parents and
providers that, a a minimum, could be used as modds a thelocd level. Having state standards




would reduce adminigtrative cogts for child care agencies and reduce the risk of errors by these
agencies, epecidly in smdl or rurd sgttings.

In closing, she said there are severd issues that need to be considered in the Adminigtrative
Review process. Firg, the child care subsdy system is under-resourced and we need to be
cregtive about such things as the point of sae devices mentioned earlier this morning,
reconciling funding terms and conditions, making program digibility smilar so digibility
determination is not so complicated. Second, available resources must be used to maximize
funding for child care rather than for administration. We need clear Standards regarding fisca
integrity and digibility, legd rights, and responghilities. 1t isimportant to have public input, to
have legidative hearings, and to have regulations that are developed in compliance with the
Adminigrative Procedures Act. We should not focus on short term savings with long term costs;
having state standards for program compliance will have codts a the outset but will save money
and ensure the integrity of programsin the long run. The Law Center is eager to support the
process of developing these standards.

Virginia Cannon, Parent V oices — Report on reinstatement of subsidized care funding.

At the invitation of Kathy Maaske-Samu, Virginia Cannon from Parent V oices reported on the
press conference held in the State Capitol on Wednesday, December 5, to discuss the Governor’s
elimination of $24 million from the State Budget for CdWORK s Stage 3 child care and its effect
on families She reported that after the press conference, parents met with members of the
Governor’'s gaff and with Assembly Speaker Hertzberg. Three parents were called back to the
Governor’ s office from their meeting with Speaker Hertzberg where it was announced that the
Governor was restoring $18.7 million to Stage 3.

Vice-Chair, Lynn Lucas, reconvened the Committee meeting following the lunch break.
Licensed Care— Can the Supply Meet the Needs?
Sarah Mercer, Mexican American Lega Defense and Education Fund

Ms. Mercer discussed license exempt care in the context of the stat€'s Latino population. She
dated that haf of the children in Cdifornia between the ages of 0-5 are Latino. When we're
talking about child care, we' re talking about alarge number of Latino children.

Parents use license exempt care for a number of reasons. Low wage jobs have non-traditiona
hours; Licensad care often doesn’t meet the family’ s cultural/linguistic needs.

Research shows that the supply of licensed child care doesn’t come close to meeting the demand.
Neghborhoods with a high concentration of Latinos have fewer child care spacesin comparison
to others. Parents must rely on license exempt care. However, it'snot just asupply issue. There
are other barriers. Licensed providers may not speak Spanish — Latino parents prefer that thelr
children be exposed to both English and Spanish. Also, Latino parents want a connection to a
provider — they don’t want to leave their children with strangers. The parent’ s relationship to the
provider isjust asimportant as school readinessin their evauation. For parentsto use licensed
child care, it needs to be connected with a church or community organization — something



parentstrust. When we tak about and try to define quality, we need to include both bilingua
and bi-culturd factors.

Desiree French, Policy Andyssfor Cdifornia Education

Ms. French spoke about the results from the “ Growing Up in Poverty” study. The study covered
three sates, including Caifornia, and beganin 1998. The Caiforniawomen in the sudy were
ether entering or re-enrolling in CAWORKSs. A large portion of women use kith and kin care.

In California, 54% of CaWORKSs parents use license-exempt kith and kin care. Theré san
inverse reaionship between supply of center-based carein counties and the use of kith and kin
carein Stage 1. In San Bernardino and Riverside counties, there are fewer centers and a higher
number of parents who use kith and kin care. In San Francisco County, there are more child care
centers, and a comparatively low use of kith and kin care. As children get older, mothers express
apreference for center-based care.

Despite the lower use of center care, merely increasing the number of centerswon’t do away
with the need for kith and kin care. In particular, non-traditiona hours— which are the working
hours of many low wage, entry-level CWORK s parents — require the use of kith and kin care
regardless of the supply of center-based care.

The perception of mothersin the study isthat kith and kin care is more trustworthy and “warm
and fuzzy.” They bdievethat children fed safer in kith and kin care, and that they receive more
individua attention. Observationa data regarding quaity shows that thereis not much
difference between kith and kin and center-based care in terms of the warmth of providers.
Although mothers perceive kith and kin care to be a certain way, the findings of professond
observationd datais different.

According to professona standards, the quality of careishigher in center-based carethanitisin
kith and kin care. The study used the ECERS and FDCRS to determine quality. The research
shows that completion of high school by the providers correlates to better child devel opment.
Providers ability to explain and reason with children rated higher in centers. In home based
care, providers were more likely to ask children questions. Also, children watched TV morein
home-based care.

Shelley Waters Boots, Research Director, Cdifornia Child Care Resource and Referra Network

The data collected in January 2000 on the supply of licensed child care does not reflect the
growth in demand anticipated by the growth in the economy and by wefare reform. Rising
sdaries took teachers from the child care fidd into other fields and rising rents made it hard for
centersto cover costs. The data reflected a statewide growth in child care dots between 1998
and 2000 of only eight percent, mogtly in child care homes. Still, the supply is only about 22
percent of the estimated need. We define the need as the number of children in Cdiforniawith
working parents — either with asingle head of household or two parentsworking. Thereisa
wide variability of supply across and within counties. We hope to release our “Child Care
Portfolio” report the end of January 2002.



There has been a decrease in the number of centers and homes providing care during non
traditional hours while the numbers of parents that work these hours seemsto have grown. This
may be afactor in why some parents choose exempt care. There has been a growth in dots for
infants. However, only 14 percent of child care centersin California provide at least one infant
dot. A recent report examined why Cdifornia has high costs for quality center-based care. One
reason is that Cdifornia has a“direct contracted” center-based sysem. This means the funding
comes directly from the state and is not based on market forces or parents' ability to pay. We are
dill trying to define qudity care. We know what it is not, but not what it is.

Q. Doesthe portfolio datainclude the numbers of children with developmenta disgbilitiesin
child care?

A. Thereisareporting problem when questioning providers about this because they are required
to provide reasonable accommodation. In addition, there is no state requirement to report
this data and no standardized way for providers to report it, the definitions of disabilitiesare
afactor, and there is no way to determine the numbers by looking at rates paid to providers.

Bill Jordan added that Community Care Licensing data supportsthe R & R Portfolio data. When
they saw atrend in people leaving the field in 1999, they polled former providersto find out why
they left. The top two reasons were (1) they were finding employment el sewhere and (2) they
had moved and had not yet become licensed at the new address. Thereisan increasein licensed
careSnce 1999. In Cdifornia, there are now over 1.1 million licensed child care dots; these
represent a growth of about 150,000 in the last four to five years.

What Happensto CalWORK s FamiliesWho Go Off Aid?

Jody McCoy, Policy and Research Anayst, Research Bureau, Cdifornia State Library

How many families are leaving CAWORKS? From its peak in March 1995 to June 2001, the
CaWORKS casdload declined about 44 percent. The largest decline was about 13 percent in

1997-98, dowing to a projected decline in 2001-2002 to about three percent. The nationa
caseload declined about 59 percent from 1994 to 2001.

Why arethey leaving? State data show the most common reason in 1999 was families non-
compliance with igibility reporting procedures (33 %). Only 19 percent left because of
increased earnings from employment. Other reasonsincluded receipt of child support, welfare-
to-work sanction, and marriage (< 1% each). On the other hand, Sudies relying on sdf-reports
indicate that 50 to 60 percent say they left due to employment. Thus, many participants counted
as non-compliant may actualy be working. They may discontinue contact with the welfare
office after they become employed, even though they may il be digible for services. A study
in San Mateo, Santa Clara and Santa Cruz counties showed that 60 percent of those leaving
continued to be eigible for CAWORK s services. Nationa researchers show three main factors
contributing to casaload decline: (1) the economy, (2) the welfare policies that mandated work,
and (3) other policy changes such as the increase in the minimum wage and the expansion of the
Earned Income Tax Credit.




How are the families leaving CAWORKSsfaring? Ms. McCoy shared tables of data devel oped
from a group of national, state and county studies. She noted that racid, ethnic and rurd data are
limited & this point. About 60 percent of welfare families who work, 60 percent of welfare
leavers who work, and 50 percent of low-income families are employed in service and retall
trades, where earnings are low. Studies show that families who work experience fewer food and
housing hardships than those that do not work.

Between 1996 and 1999, the CAWORK S casdload declined 30 percent. Exits by Caucasans
accounted for 44 percent of the decline; African-Americans, 25 percent; and Hispanics, 15
percent. Thisreflects the nationa casdload decline. During this same period, Hispanic families
have risen from 41 percent to 46 percent of the casdoad.

CaWORK s |leavers appear to be less disadvantaged than those who remain on welfare.
Statewide data indicate that families who leave tend to have an adult head of family with a least
ahigh school education, are less likely to have three or more children in the family, and are less
likely to have been on ad for at least three years. Lacking a high school education, having larger
families, and having alonger history on aid are factors associated with cycling back on aid.

Employment has increased among families on welfare. About 40 percent of aided adults are
working. About 50 to 65 percent of leavers are employed at the time of exit. Forty percent of
CAWORK s families have income that is mostly earned income. Monthly earnings among

leavers tend to increase over time. Many leavers, however, are not working. The Urban Indtitute
findsthat onein seven leavers naiondly has no obvious source of income. Sixty percent of

leaver familiesin one Cdiforniastudy had incomes below the CAWORK s digibility threshold.

All CAWORKSs families receive MediCd. About 80 percent of leavers have MediCd in the
month after exit, and only 50 to 60 percent have MediCa 12 to 18 months after exit. Receipt of
food gamps dso islower among leavers. Eighty-eight of welfare families have food samps, and
only about 19 percent receive food stamps after exit.

Twenty-five percent of leavers statewide report problems paying for housing and food. Thisis
amilar to hardships reported by current welfare and low-income families. 1t is hard to estimate
rates of substance abuse, domestic violence and depression among these families because people
are reluctant to report these problems.

In California, 51 percent of leavers reported being better off overal not on aid, while 30 percent
reported they were the same, and 25 percent reported they were worse off. Two-parent families
do better off ad than one-parent families; are less likdy to return to aid; and report fewer
hardships. They are more likely to have MediCd and food stamps than one-parent or child-only
families

CdWORKSs leavers are less likely to recelve child care subsdies than current welfare families.
About 40 percent of CAWORK s families required to participate in welfare to work activities
receive child care assistance. Only about 11 percent of leavers receive subsidies. Some studies
report that 25 to 30 percent of leavers are not aware that subsidies exigt. It isnot surprising then
that 35 to 50 percent say that child careisabarrier to full-time employment. About 25 percent



report out of pocket expenses for care; having to change child care arrangementsin the lagt Six
months, and leaving achild ages 10 to 14 a home unsupervised.

How many families are returning to aid? Statewide, about seven percent of leavers returned to
welfare within seven months. About 20 percent go back within ayear. Rates of return are
highest in the farm belts and in the north and mountain counties and are lowest in Los Angeles.
Rates of return are lower for those who left recently than those who |eft in earlier years.

Severd factors are associated with a greater likelihood of early return to aid. Forty to 50 percent
of leavers who return report loss of job or earnings. Other factors are: having less earnings at the
time of exit, having less education, having problems with child care, trangportation, having three
or more children, having younger children, family headed by ayounger adult, being African+
American or Hispanic, and having problems with substance abuse, domestic violence or
depression.

Ms. McCoy sad that although many leaver families are employed and earning more, we should
be concerned about what may happen during the recession. If families are unable to find
employment and have to return to aid, they are unlikely to meet wefare to work requirements.
This may become a policy issue.

Mark Woo, Senior Policy Andys, Cdifornia Budget Project

Studies are being done to look at what happens with the families that are recorded as leaving
CaWORK s due to non-compliance. It islikely that those being reached in these sudies are
those with a more positive scenario. This may mean we are getting aroder picture than actudly
exists because those who cannot afford rent and lost their housing are unlikely to be located and
surveyed for these studies.

Jacob Therman, an economist and the lead researcher on the Rand Ingtitute' s ClWORKs
evauation, estimates that 50 percent of the decline in the Cdifornia casd oad is due to the
economy. He points out that this decline mirrors the decline in unemployment. The recession,
officidly declared in March, likely will lead to increasing needs for welfare aid, especidly
among families that do not qudify for unemployment insurance.

Generaly, welfare leavers make about $9 an hour. A recent study in Alameda and Contra Costa
counties showed that, 12 months after leaving, 28 percent were living below poverty, and

another 17 percent were between 100 and 130 percent of poverty. The 130 percent rate isthe
threshold for ongoing CAWORKSs digibility. About 40 percent of the working leavers cited
child care asamgor barrier to working full time. Child care aso isabarrier to accessng

traning.

Thereisabig gap in knowledge among leavers about post-ass stance supports, especidly child
care. Counties are making a more concerted effort to be sure people are informed about these
supports when they leave aid.

Michele Rutherford, Program Manager, San Francisco Department of Human Services and
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Vice-Chair of the San Francisco Prop 10 Commission

The gpproach in San Francisco County is that today’ s working poor are tomorrow’s CdlWORKS
and vice versa. They look at how to support the working poor to prevent them from coming on
ad and how to support their clients post-aid. How programs were designed and some eements
of post-aid support vary from county to county. Even who isrequired to participate varies

among the county plans. Thismakesit difficult for researchers to undersand what is actuadly

happening.

Clients who are non-English speeking or have limited English are among those having the most
problems increasing their earnings. Post-aid supports provided in San Francisco include training
programs in language acquisition.

San Francisco is committed to increasing child care resources. They, too, have seen an increased
use of licensaed care among CAWORK s families.

When families reach Stage 2 in San Francisco, they are off aid. In San Francisco, 93.4 percent of
Stage 2 familiesare working. Six percent report no income or TANF child-only income. Ther
average family szeisthree, usudly amother and two children. The average income of Stage 2
families who were timing out from February through June was $1,888 a month, or $22,662 a
year. Asacomparison, the annua income of an dternative payment family is$18,512. The
HUD low-income standard for afamily of three in San Francisco is $38,250. Thetypicd rate for
child care is $800 amonth for a child and over $1,200 amonth for an infant in center-based care.

Housing is very expensve. CAWORKSsincentive dollars are used to offer a housing subsidy for
families leaving aid who are homeless. The chegpest rent their staff found is $1,100 a month for
agudio. The market rate for astudio is $1,400. Many working families are homeless and living
in carsand in shelters.

San Francisco isaso investing in menta hedlth, hedlth consultation, and child care for post-aid
support. We have an incluson project for families with children with specid needs. A survey of
the school district showed that 18 percent of CAWORKSs children have an Individudized
Education Plan (IEP), which ishigh.

Jo Weber added that when someone becomes indligible for CWORKSs due to income the
amount of food stamps they qudify for is only about $10 a month, and may not be worth the
volume of paperwork. Thismay be why the rate of post-aid use of food Sampsis so low.

Q. Can aCadWORKSs client who goes off aid due to employment, then loses their job, come
back and train for a different job?
A. Yes aslong asthey have not used up ther five years of digibility.

SB 42 — Impacts on ProvidersWho Transport Children
Sgt. Joe Micheletti and Peggy Howard, Cdifornia Highway Patrol (CHP)
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The new child restraint law will go into effect on January 1, 2002. Vehicle Code (V.C.) Section
27360(a) providesthat no parent or legal guardian in avehicle shal permit his or her child or
ward to ride without providing and properly securing them in a child passenger restraint systlem
(that meets federa safety standards) unlessthe child is either Six years of age or older or weighs
at least 60 pounds. The old law specifies four years of age and 40 pounds.

V.C. Section 27360.5 requires children between six or over 60 pounds and 16 years to be
properly restrained, which meansin a child passenger restraint system or in asafety belt. A
conviction for violation of these codes puts a point on a person’sdriving record. Thefirst
citation for ether code will result in afine of $100 plus court costs and pendlties.

These restraint laws do not apply to buses (defined as vehicles with over 10 seats), which are
used to transport persons for compensation or profit or used by a nonprofit organization or group.

The exceptions to these laws are in V.C. Section 27363. One that may cause some confusion
alows a child weighing more than 40 pounds to be transported in the back seet wearing only a
lap safety belt when the back seet is not equipped with acombination |gp and shoulder safety
belt. Another exception is, in the case of alife-threatening emergency, or when achild isbeing
transported in an authorized emergency vehicle, if no child resraint system is avallable, achild
may be trangported without that system but they must be secured by a safety belt.

There is a satewide campaign to educate officers and the public about the new law and what it
means. Those interested in obtaining information about the new law may cdl the CHP Office at
(916) 657-7237 and ask for Sgt. Micheletti or Ms. Howard.

All school buses manufactured after January 1, 2002 will be required to have safety belts.
State Department Reports

Gwen Sephens, Assstant Director, Child Development Divison, Cdifornia Department of
Education

Gwen is covering for Michad Jett today. Gwen's unit, the Qudity Improvement and Capacity
Building unit, focuses on sysems improvements for child care programs. They have $100
million in federd funds, and implement the State Quaity Improvement Plan. The money funds
about 50 different projects, which are managed by seven professond saff. She provided the
Committee with a contact list of al projects. These projects address parent education,
professond development, early literacy, school readiness, capacity building and program
evauation. The Desred Results program affects dl of these. Michadl Jett spoke about this
project at previous Committee meetings. Thefirgt ten Desired Results training sessons will be
held in January and February and train 1000 people. Those trained will be the first group to be
required to participate in the program as part of their compliance review.

The Pre-K Guiddines are expanding into two projectsin addition to the training. The contract to
develop the Pre-K Guiddine curriculum has gone to Sonoma State University. On Friday, the
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contractor for the adaptation for family child care homes to the Pre-K Guiddines will be
announced.

A management bulletin will be released explaining thet an additiona $18.7 million is now
avallable for CdAWORK s Stage 3 child care through June 2002. The CDE and CDSS are
submitting a CAWORK s child care reserve request to obtain additional Stage 2 funds of $32.8
million. Thisisequd to an estimated hold back from Stage 2 that was dlocated to the
CaWORKSs child care reserve.

Q. What isthe gtatus of the state subsidized contracts for the COLA money?

A. TheLocd Child Care Planning Council contractswill have a COLA adjustment of 3.87. The
different programs have different COLA amounts, and they are being calculated and put into
the contracts. Contact Mike Fuller at CDE with questions about specific COLA amounts.
The contracts are being processed now.

Q. When will gpplications for state preschool funds be released?
A. Applicationswill be released in December 2001 and submissions are expected in February.

Jo Weber, Work Services and Demonstrations Project Branch, CDSS

None of the CDSS child care programs were affected by the recent state budget cuts. Three
manager postionsin her Branch have been affected by the hiring freeze.

The Department will issue an All County Information Notice (ACIN) that will provide
information about accessing menta hedth services for infants and their families. There dso will
be an ACIN reminding counties that CWORKSs families are digible for Head Start and
encouraging them to collaborate with Head Start agencies.

There will be a CdWORKSs Partnerships Conference in Anaheim December 17 through 19.
Bill Jordan, Deputy Director, Community Care Licenang (CCL) Division, CDSS

CCL isetwo months into the divison reorganization that Mr. Jordan outlined for the Committee
in October. All child care related activitiesin CCL now come under one management structure.

Progress continues on the expected implementation of the Los Angeles Superior Court order
implementing the Second Didrict Court directive in the CBS, Inc. lawsuit reported on in earlier
meetings. It islikey that the requested information will be provided to the plaintiff in the next
month or so.

The mandated report on Department of Health Services regulations as they apply to playground
safety has been accepted by the Governor’'s Office and is being released. He expectsto have
copies for the Committee at the next meeting. One anticipated outcome will be the development
of playground standards relating to family child care homes.
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They will beinvolved in implementing AB 685 which sets up a requirement, effective January 1,
2002, that family child care homes report serious incidentsinvolving a child.

Cheri Schoenborn, Department of Developmenta Services

Ms. Schoenborn thanked Ms. Ryan for her participation on the ICC. It showsthe CDPAC
commitment to continue to look at issues around children with disabilities.

They are close to finalizing a Memorandum of Understanding with Early Head Start. Ten
percent of the children served by Early Head Start and Head Start are required to be children
with disabilities. Early Head Start isincreasing the funding coming into Cdifornia

The Department is continuing many of thelr training events. One of these addresses the
provison of early intervention servicesin natura environments. It will bein South San

Francisco on December 11 and 12. There will be a multidisciplinary evauation and assessment
forum on February 21 in San Diego. It will festure Dr. Stephen Bagnato and Dr. John
Neisworth. The Family Resource Centers annua conference will bein Ontario on February 25
and 26. Thiswill coincide with the announcement of Early Intervention Month in March.
Information about trainings is available a www.dds.ca.gov or by contacting West Ed a

(916) 492-4000.

The ICC islooking for gpplications for membership from parents with a child under 12 with a
disability or with a child under six with adisability or from providers of early intervention
services who aso provide child care. Applications are available on the Governor’ s website and
should be sent to DDS. Contact Ms. Schoenborn for information or applications.

The Capitol tree lighting ceremony will be held on Tuesday, December 11. Thiswill be the 19
year achild with a disability has asssted the Governor and hiswifein lighting the tree.

Ms. Lucas thanked everyone for their attention and wished everyone a happy holiday. Ms. Ryan

reminded everyone that the January meeting will be aretreat held a the Sierra Health
Foundation. Meeting notices will be mailed out.
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